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JUSTICE KENNEDY, dissenting.
In  determining  whether  the  context  of  a  statute

indicates an intent to confine a word to a meaning
more narrow than the one contained in the Dictionary
Act, 1 U. S. C. §1, it seems to me permissible to ask
whether  the  broad  Dictionary  Act  definition  is
compatible  with  a  workable  construction  of  the
statute.  To the extent the Court attempts to uncover
significant  practical  barriers  to  including  artificial
entities within 28 U. S. C. §1915, its analysis is quite
appropriate  and  ought  not  to  be  condemned  as
policymaking.  The problem, in my view, is that the
Court does not succeed in this attempt.  As the dis-
senting opinion by JUSTICE THOMAS well illustrates, the
broad definition of “person,” the one the Dictionary
Act  tells  us  to  prefer,  is  not  inconsistent  with  a
common sense, workable implementation of §1915.

With  this  observation,  I  join  JUSTICE THOMAS's
dissenting opinion.


